
City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of May 12, 2008 Page 1 of 6 

  

City of Lake Oswego 
Planning Commission Minutes 

 
May 12, 2008 

 

 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Vice Chair Julia Glisson called the Planning Commission meeting of Monday, May 12, 
2008 to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, at 380 “A” Avenue, 
Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
Members present were Vice Chair Julia Glisson and Commissioners Adrianne Brockman, 
Mary Olson, Philip Stewart and Alison Webster.  Commissioner Scot Siegel was 
excused. 
 
Staff present were Dennis Egner, Long Range Planning Manager; Laura Weigel, 
Neighborhood Planner, Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney and Iris Treinen, 
Administrative Support. 
 

III. CITIZEN COMMENT 
 
None. 
 

IV. MINUTES 
 
Commissioner Brockman moved to approve the Minutes of March 24, 2008.  
Commissioner Webster seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.  Commissioner Olson 
abstained. 
 

V. PLANNING COMMISSION – WORK SESSION 
 
Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan Implementation (PP 07-0018) – Check-In 
 
Laura Weigel, Neighborhood Planner, and Ted Jeffries, Chair of the Lake Grove 
Implementation Committee, reported to the Planning Commission.  Other Committee 
members present were Bill Ward and Barbara Zeller.  Mr. Jeffries reported that the 
Committee was discussing types of potential regulations they would fashion into overlay 
code language to implement the Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan.  The list included R-7.5 
setbacks, Floor Area Ratio (FAR); height, landscaping and buffering, tree protection, 
limiting Planned Developments (which allowed smaller lots); buffering the neighborhood 
against commercial encroachment; a neighborhood design review process; increased tear 
down fees; how to encourage remodeling; and how to organize and schedule 
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developer/neighborhood meetings.  Mr. Jeffries said he hoped the Committee would be 
able to present the neighborhood with proposed code that addressed the loss of privacy 
the area was experiencing as new development resulted in smaller lots with larger homes 
and loss of the neighborhood's green buffer.  He said he hoped they could draft the 
overlay code by fall. 
 
Ms. Weigel asked the Commissioners for ideas and guidance.  During the ensuing 
discussion, Mr. Jeffries stressed that the Committee wanted to maintain the “secluded 
character” of the neighborhood because they saw their large parcels being partitioned into 
smaller lots; FAR was increasing; and they were losing greenscape.  Commissioner 
Brockman said they should be aware that the City was considering a Community 
Development Code (CDC) update that would eliminate the lot depth requirement when 
lots were created.  Mr. Jeffries anticipated that the Committee would make the overlay 
code consistent with the City’s decision to allow or not allow garage area to be included 
in the FAR calculation.  Ms. Weigel clarified that the negative and positive labels written 
on infill depictions in the Community Development Department Memorandum dated 
May 5, 2008 were staff notations and did not reflect the Committee's opinion.  She 
confirmed that they had the consultant’s analysis of examples of infill done in 2001 to 
refer to.  Vice Chair Glisson wanted to know if all stakeholder interests were represented.  
Mr. Jeffries reported that the neighborhood association had invited local builders to serve 
on the Committee, and the diversity of membership had resulted in lively debate.  Ms. 
Weigel reported that she and Mr. Egner had toured the neighborhood with current 
planning staff and solicited their ideas.  Mr. Egner advised the Committee to limit 
proposed regulations in the overlay code to those that addressed unique aspects of the 
neighborhood and offer any recommendations regarding citywide changes separately.  
Ms. Weigel said the “next steps” were to further refine the list of concepts that might be 
regulated and “check in” again with the Planning Commission before they presented the 
overlay concepts to the larger neighborhood for feedback. 
 
Community Development Code Amendments (PP 08-0002) 

Update on proposed text amendments to the Lake Oswego Code (LOC), Chapter 50 
(Community Development Code), clarifying, correcting and updating sections. 
 
The Commissioners continued their examination of the April 4, 2008 Community 
Development Department Staff Report: CDC Update, Packet 2.  They wanted to better 
understand what development would be allowed in environmental zones.  Staff explained 
that a Resource Protection (RP) District protected a water resource and a Resource 
Conservation (RC) District protected an upland tree grove.  They said the proposed 
changes would ensure the RC District with the tree grove that typically followed a stream 
corridor was not disconnected from the related RP District. They clarified that the 
presence of a resource district overlay served as a “red flag” that there were resources in 
the area.  However, a scientist would later examine the district more closely to determine 
if there actually was a resource to be protected and delineate its boundaries so it could be 
protected from the development on that parcel.  Staff said the water resource boundary 
would be further protected by a buffer and 50% of the tree grove had to be protected from  
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City of Lake Oswego 

Planning Commission Minutes 
 

May 24, 2010 
 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Philip Stewart called the Planning Commission meeting of May 24, 2010, to order 
at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall at 380 “A” Avenue, Lake Oswego, 
Oregon. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
Members present were Chair Philip Stewart, Vice Chair Julie Glisson (arrived at 7:40 
p.m.) and Commissioners Adrianne Brockman, Jon Gustafson, Russell Jones and Lynne 
Paretchan.  Commissioner Jim Johnson was excused. 
 
Mayor Jack Hoffman, Council Liaison Bill Tierney and Councilor Sally Moncrieff 
participated in part of the meeting.  Guests included Jonathan Snell and Paul Lyons. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Sidaro Sin, Senior Planner; Laura 
Weigel, Neighborhood Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 
 

III. CITIZEN COMMENT 
 
None. 
 

IV. COUNCIL UPDATE 
 
Councilors Tierney and Moncrieff reported that the Budget Committee had just 
recommended a budget that would fund the Comprehensive Plan update process.  It 
allocated 1.5 full time employees (FTE) neighborhood planners to that process. 
 

V. MINUTES 
 
The vote on the Minutes of April 12, 2010 was postponed until the next meeting. 
 

VI. PRESENTATIONS 
 
Housing 

Paul Lyons was part of a group of interested citizens that had been examining housing 
choices.  He gave a slide presentation and discussed demographics, market trends, and 
types of housing projects that filled the need for smaller homes on smaller lots.  He 
advised that good design could make small spaces work in walkable “eco-districts.”  The 
City could look to other jurisdictions to find the appropriate planning tools for the larger 
effort, but in the short run it could simplify the code related to secondary dwelling units.  
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VII. WORK SESSION 

 
PP 07-0018 – Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan Implementation.  An update and 
discussion on the proposed provisions in the overlay zone. 
 
Jonathan Snell, Chair of the Lake Grove Neighborhood Association, introduced the 
overlay concepts.  He advised that the character of Lake Grove was due to its vegetation 
and trees.  Lots were being partitioned and small houses were being replaced by large 
houses.  The neighborhood had adopted its neighborhood plan in 1998.  A 
neighborhood committee had been fashioning the implementation overlay.  As part of 
that process they had surveyed the entire neighborhood and held open houses.  The 
survey response rate was 12%.  Thirty-five people had been present to vote on the 
overlay concepts at an association meeting in March 2010.  At that meeting a motion 
had been made from the floor to require a more detailed landscaping plan than the 
board’s version required.  Mr. Snell referred to it as the “Landscaping Grouping 
Proposal.”  He clarified it was not endorsed by the board. 
 
Mr. Snell summarized the key concepts.  The overlay increased the front yard setback 
requirement in R-10 and the side yard setback in R-7.5.  The neighborhood did not 
accept the increased lot coverage the Infill amendments allowed and would keep the 
previous lot coverage requirement.  The overlay requires Planned Developments to 
meet the setbacks required in the overlay.  The overlay required a developer to submit a 
landscaping plan, but it did not specify what had to be in the plan or make the developer 
actually install it.  He explained that the neighborhood just wanted to be able to talk to 
the developer about landscaping and offer suggestions and help.  They knew they could 
not enforce the plan.  The overlay set a hardscape limit of 50% of the lot, but the 
definition, “hardscape,” still had to be worked out.  It would not be exactly the same as 
the definition Glenmorrie used.  The neighborhood wanted developers to use pervious 
surface in the City-required driveway turnarounds.  Mr. Snell acknowledged that the 
overlay would not change the trend of replacing small older houses with larger ones, but 
he believed it might affect that trend a bit.  He thanked the neighborhood residents who 
had helped fashion the overlay. 
 

Planning Commission Feedback 

During the ensuing discussion, Mr. Snell confirmed that the overlay did not contain 
requirements for landscaping and the association was aware they could not enforce the 
landscape plan they required the developer to submit.  He anticipated the association 
would continue to discuss that issue.  He explained that the Implementation Committee 
had decided to increase front setbacks by five feet after they looked at houses in the 
neighborhood and observed that even large houses fit better when they were set back 
from the street a little bit more.  The Commissioners cautioned that might address how 
the house looked from the street, but it could have unintended adverse affects of 
pushing the house too close to the neighbors; forcing the first floor back so the structure 
would be taller and intrude on the neighbors’ privacy; and decrease the flexibility to shift 
an addition a bit to save a tree.  They advised against relying on the variance process to 
save trees.  The Commissioners then discussed the hardscape limit.  They noted that 
side-loading garages created the need for more hardscape.  The Planning Commission 
might consider whether to address side-loading garages citywide at some point in the 
future.  Commissioner Paretchan related that she had found it was hard to find pervious 
pavers.  She suggested the term should be better defined and products that fit the 
definition should be identified.  Commissioner Gustafson suggested it would be better for 
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the community if Glenmorrie and Lake Grove and the other neighborhoods had a similar 
hardscape provision.  Commissioner Paretchan suggested that the Planning 
Commission consider adopting a citywide hardscape definition instead of customizing it 
for each neighborhood.  She suggested the neighborhood consider a requirement to put 
plants in front of a driveway turnaround if they were concerned about the visual impact.  
Vice Chair Glisson recalled a church in Waluga that put in pervious paving that looked 
like asphalt.  Ms. Weigel recalled the committee had considered requiring green 
pervious pavers.  She clarified they were concerned about both drainage and aesthetics. 
 
The Commissioners advised the neighborhood that the purpose of a Planned 
Development (PD) was to offer the flexibility to protect resources and allow good design 
that fit the neighborhood.  By forcing a PD to have the same size setbacks as the 
underlying zone would not do that.  Ms. Weigel recalled the neighborhood had initially 
talked about not allowing any PDs at all, then compromised on the setback provision.  
Commissioner Brockman supported the overlay because the neighborhood had gone 
forward with it in good faith.  Commissioner Gustafson encouraged the neighborhood to 
come up with landscaping requirements rather than just require a plan that could not be 
enforced. 
 
The Planning Commission took a short break and then reconvened the meeting for 
public comments. 
 

Public Comments 

Joy Prideaux, 15500 Twin Fir Road, distributed, “Lake Grove Neighborhood Poll 
Response, Tree Canopy & Landscape,” a summary of five neighborhood polls.  On the 
back of the document she had printed her “Landscape Grouping Alternative” proposal.  
She pointed out poll results showed that the majority of respondents supported 
preserving the tree canopy and landscaping, but the Implementation Committee was not 
recommending that kind of regulation.  She held it was needed because developers, not 
property owners, were building most of the new houses.  Vice Chair Glisson had noticed 
that developers were landscaping the homes they were marketing.  Ms. Prideaux 
explained she wanted to encourage them to save mature trees and native plants.  
Commissioner Jones suggested limiting the percentage of trees that could be cut on a 
lot to 50%. 
 
Bill Ward, 4301 Upper Drive, a member of the association board, the Implementation 
Committee, and the Native Plant Society of Oregon, indicated he did not believe 
government should require a property owner to plant a certain set of plants. 
 
Michael Buck, 3155 Edgemont Road, an Association board member, reported the 
Implementation Committee had considered numerous proposals for landscaping 
requirements.  He indicated he could support stronger landscaping requirements if the 
level of support in the neighborhood was greater, but only 35 people had participated, so 
he did not want to impose them.  He advised the neighborhood could save a lot of trees 
by removing invasives and restoring riparian areas. 
 
Chair Stewart asked the neighborhood to try to achieve consensus.  Commissioner 
Gustafson wanted the neighborhood to be more unified about their vision.  Ms. Weigel 
reported the difference of opinion in the neighborhood about landscaping and buffering 
requirements had challenged the process for many months.  She hoped that the board 
and committee would talk about what they heard from the Planning Commission and 
resolve the issue.  If they could not do that, she hoped they would move forward with the 
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overlay without addressing landscaping and buffering.  She clarified for Commissioner 
Paretchan that the survey response rate had been 12.5% and all 850 households and 
businesses in the neighborhood had been surveyed and invited to the meetings, but 
there had not been a high turnout at the meetings.  The committee had talked about 
going door to door, but decided that was not feasible.  Thirty-five members had attended 
the meeting when the vote was conducted.  The result of the vote on the Landscaping 
Grouping Alternative was 30:3:2. 
 

VIII. PUBLIC HEARINGS / WORK SESSION 
 
LU 08-0059 – Expansion of West Lake Grove Design District.  A request for 
Comprehensive Plan map and Zoning text and map amendments from Randy Reeves 
and Ken Sandblast, Planning Resources.  Continued from February 22, 2010. 
 
Staff recommended removing the case from the agenda, but keeping it open until the 
applicant was ready and asked for a hearing date.  After the applicant submitted their 
information staff would continue to work with them, schedule a hearing and send out 
another notice of hearing. 
 
LU 08-0052 (Ordinance 2525) – Community Development Code – General 
Housekeeping and Minor Policy Amendments.  Amendments (Chapter 50) for the 
purpose of clarifying, correcting, formatting, updating sections and discussing minor 
policy changes.  Continued review of Ordinance 2525 – Attachment B (dated August 8, 
2008).  Continued from May 10, 2010. 
 
Chair Stewart opened the hearing.  Ms. Andreades, distributed the staff report (see 
Planning and Building Services Department Supplemental Report #4 dated May 14, 
2010).  The Commissioners examined Exhibit F-4 titled, “Fire Dept. Access and 
Alternate Methods.”  The Commissioners generally accepted changing LOC 50.58,015 
On-Site Circulation – Driveways and Fire Access Roads, Standards for Approval, (3) 
Driveway Grades to say that if the grade exceeded 15% the Fire Marshal may require 
alternate methods for fire suppression.  They discussed Commissioner Paretchan’s 
concern that Section 50.47.005 Landscaping, Screening and Buffering, Applicability, 
went too far.  She suggested removing the part of the bulleted list after “industrial 
development.”  She and Vice Chair Glisson observed there were areas of the City with 
no curbs or planting strip where it would be out of character to require a specific spacing 
of street trees along the right-of-way.  Commissioner Brockman suggested applying it 
when there were no trees in the front yard.  Mr. Boone advised a tree was considered a 
“street tree” even if it was not in the right-of-way if its canopy was over the right-of-way.  
He clarified that staff had been interpreting the code as saying the street tree 
requirement applied even if a partition that created an additional lot did not create a 
street.  That was why they added the bullet, “land divisions.”  He clarified that under the 
current code an institutional or commercial use in an existing building could expand its 
parking lot without any requirement to plant street trees, so staff had added a bullet to 
address that.  The Commissioners agreed to take more time to think this through and 
consult with the staff. 
 
Commissioner Brockman moved to continue LU 08-0052 (Ordinance 2525) to June 14, 
2010.  Commissioner Gustafson seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
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Community Development 
Department 

 
Memorandum 

 
TO: Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
  
FROM: Laura Weigel, Neighborhood Planner 
  
DATE: May 5, 2008 
 
SUBJECT: Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan Implementation Committee 
 
 
Background 
On May 12th, the Planning Commission is scheduled for a check-in from the Lake Grove 
Neighborhood Association Plan Implementation Committee about the strategies they are 
developing to implement their neighborhood plan.  The plan was adopted by the City in 1998.  
 
Over the course of 18 meetings, the implementation committee (with a slightly different make-
up) and former City staff completed a full analysis of the adopted plan. When current staff 
started meeting with the committee in November of 2007, they had already decided to develop 
an overlay zone to implement outstanding policies and recommended action measures in the 
plan. Staff has met with the committee nine times to date. During the first seven meetings the 
committee worked to narrow the concepts they wanted to consider for inclusion in the overlay 
zone. Now, the committee is in the process of refining those ideas to determine the range of 
potential code changes to discuss with the neighborhood. 
 
In addition to the meetings, several members of long range and current planning staff went on a 
tour of the Lake Grove neighborhood with the committee to understand how the neighborhood is 
developing and how the overlay zone could be more effective in maintaining Lake Grove’s 
unique characteristics.  
 
The Planning Commission requested that neighborhoods developing implementation strategies 
check-in with the Commission for feedback and guidance on potential ideas throughout the 
process. Lake Grove is the first neighborhood to check-in with the Planning Commission 
because they are the furthest along in the process. 
 
This memo briefly outlines the overlay concepts currently under discussion by the committee. 
The committee will continue to meet and refine the ideas until they are ready to present them to 
the general neighborhood for feedback.  
 
 
 

EXHIBIT D-1 
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Neighborhood Character Concepts 
The ideas currently under discussion are intended to protect neighborhood character.  Lake 
Grove neighborhood character was defined in a background document created for the initial infill 
development work in 2001 (See Attachment A.) The neighborhood character assessment 
includes the following statement about the landscape of the neighborhood: 

 
Dense vegetation and large trees define the scale and character of (Lake Grove), 
separate one lot from its neighbor, and separate most buildings from the street. Houses 
are set within the landscape, instead of defining it. Many appear secluded and private 
from other buildings. Houses of many different sizes, heights, and shapes fit this 
neighborhood because the vegetation diminishes the visibility and scale of the buildings.  
 

 
The committee is considering an overlay zone which would be applicable in the R-7.5 and R-10 
zones.   Code concepts being discussed include: 
 

1. Increase setbacks to protect privacy and maintain secluded character. 
2. Lower floor area ratios (FAR) to decrease house size. Larger houses require more lot 

coverage, which can decrease the amount of vegetation between houses and encroach 
on neighbor’s privacy. 

3. Revise the building height limitations to increase privacy. Taller houses often have 
windows that look down into smaller house’s windows and yards. 

4. Require landscaping and buffering between properties and the street to protect privacy. 
5. Develop more rigid tree protection to increase privacy and because trees are large part 

of Lake Grove’s character. 
6. Prohibit planned developments in the neighborhood. Planned developments can 

decrease lot size without reducing the house size, therefore development appears more 
intense. 

7. Establish more rigid zone change criteria that further limit the encroachment of 
commercial development in residential zones to maintain the residential character of the 
neighborhood.  

8. Establish residential design review for all new development to ensure compatibility. 
9. Increase the fees for tear downs in the neighborhood. Generally, the houses being torn 

down are small and surrounded by vegetation. The new houses that replace them are 
much bigger and vegetation is removed. Some committee members feel that higher tear-
down fees create a disincentive to tear downs.  

10. Encourage re-models as a means to discourage tear downs. 
11. Changes to notification process  

a. Require neighborhood meetings to occur after pre-application meetings 
(requirement in CDC update is currently underway). 

b. Neighborhood meeting dates should be proposed on three different days at least 
three days apart and not held 10 days prior to a City recognized holiday (the 
three day separation proposal is under consideration in CDC update). 

 
Question: 
Does the Planning Commission have any ideas, concerns or general feedback for the 
implementation committee as they continue discussing these concepts? 
 
Attachments: 

A. neighborhoodsLAB, The University of Oregon, June 13, 2001 
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Planning and Building 
Services Department 

 
Memorandum 

 
TO: Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
  
FROM: Laura Weigel, Neighborhood Planner 
  
DATE: May 13, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Work Session – Proposed Lake Grove Neighborhood Overlay Zone 
 (PP 07-0018) 
 

 
At the work session scheduled for May 24th the Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan 
Implementation Committee will present a proposed overlay zone for the neighborhood. 
The overlay zone is intended to help maintain the unique character of the neighborhood 
and further implement the neighborhood plan. The committee would like to discuss the 
proposed provisions in the overlay zone and answer any specific questions or concerns 
from the Commission in preparation for the public hearing. 
 
Background 

1998  Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan adopted by City Council. 
 
2000-2005 Numerous plan items are implemented City-wide and the neighborhood 

continues work on plan implementation. 
 
2005-2006 Neighborhood association identifies neighborhood specific plan policies 

that still need implementation strategies. 
 
2007-2008 Neighborhood association, along with an implementation committee, and 

City staff work to develop an overlay zone for the R-7.5 and R-10 in the 
neighborhood to preserve the neighborhood character identified in the 
plan. 

 
Oct. 2008 14 overlay zone provisions are presented to the neighborhood association 

for feedback. Meeting advertised through LO Review, direct mail and 
email. 35 attendees (888 parcels in the neighborhood, including 
businesses). Also, Planning Commission receives an update from the 
committee on the status of plan implementation. 

EXHIBIT D-2 
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Feb. 2009 Survey sent (Exhibit F-1) to all Lake Grove residents asking for feedback 

on all concepts. Survey also posted on-line. 32.5 % response rate. 

Jan. 2009 Based on survey results, committee and LGNA board drop six provisions 
from consideration. 

 
March 2010 2nd open house held to present survey results, revisions to provisions, 

and to vote on remaining eight provisions. 35 citizens voted. 

Key Provisions and Responses 

 Require 10 feet minimum side yard setbacks in the R-7.5.  
Agree 27, Disagree 5, Neutral 3 
 

 Require 30 feet minimum front yard setbacks in the R-10.  
Agree 24, Disagree 5, Neutral 6 
 

 Do not allow the front yard setback exception that allows a reduction in 
setback if the abutting homes have a reduced setback.  
Agree 20, Disagree 8, Neutral 7 
 

 City Council recently approved increasing lot coverage as a result of 
the Infill Task Force recommendation.  The Lake Grove proposal is to 
keep the current city-wide lot coverage standard: Lot Coverage cannot 
exceed 35% for a primary structure <22 feet in height or 25% for a 
primary structure > than 22 feet in height for the neighborhood rather 
than increase it.  
Agree 31, Disagree 3, Neutral 1 
 

 Parcels that are developed as a "planned development" should be 
required to meet the Lake Grove Neighborhood Overlay setbacks. 
Agree 30, Disagree 3, Neutral 2 
 

 Establish a hardscape maximum of 50%. 
Agree 28, Disagree 6, Neutral 1 
 

 Driveway turnarounds shall be constructed out of pervious materials 
such as pervious pavers, and grass paving.   
Agree 22, Disagree 11, Neutral 2 
 

 Require a Planting and Buffering Plan when a building permit is 
required for any structure on the site. 
Agree 25, Disagree 5, Neutral 4 

 
April 2010 Based on the neighborhood vote the Lake Grove neighborhood 

association board decided to include all the provisions listed above in the 
proposed Lake Grove overlay. 
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Discussion 
All of the code concepts were generated from the neighborhood character statement: 

Dense vegetation and large trees define the scale and character of this 
neighborhood, separate one lot from its neighbor, and most buildings from the 
street. Houses are set within this landscape, instead of defining it. Many appear 
secluded and private from other buildings. Houses of many different sizes, 
heights, and shapes fit this neighborhood because the vegetation diminishes the 
visibility and scale of the buildings. 

Additionally, the code provisions seek to implement many of the goals and policies 
identified in the neighborhood plan, including: 

Goal 10, Policy 6: Ensure all new residential development, including secondary 
dwellings and homes being substantially remodeled, contributes to the positive 
design character and qualities of Lake Grove’s existing residential neighborhood. 
This shall be accomplished through the application of design compatibility 
standards, which include: 

• Height, bulk and lot coverage standards 
• Size of paved areas 
• Appropriate setbacks, buffering and screening 
• Preservation of mature canopy and other landscape features 

 
PROPOSED OVERLAY CONCEPTS FOR R-7.5 & R-10 IN THE LAKE GROVE 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
 
SETBACKS 
Side yard setback in R-7.5 
Current Code: –Requires that portions of structures less than 18 feet in height must 
have a 5 foot minimum side yard setback and a total combined width of 15 feet. 
Structures greater than 18 feet require 10 feet minimum on each side. 
Proposed Change – Requires that portions of structures less than 18 feet in height must 
have a 10 feet minimum side yard setback. 
 
Front yard setback in the R-10  
Current Code:  Requires a minimum 25 feet front yard setback in the R-10. 
Proposed Change:  Requires a minimum 30 feet front yard setback. 
 
Exception to the front yard setback 
Current Code: 50.22.010 allows the following exception: If there are lawful dwellings or 
detached garages (including dwellings or garages deemed lawful non-conforming or 
through a variance approval), on both abutting lots with front yards of less than the 
required depth for the zone, the front yard for the lot need not exceed the average front 
yard of the abutting dwellings and/or detached garages.  
Proposed Change: Do no allow the use of this exception.  
Neighborhood Reason: Increased set backs increase the distance between homes and 
increase privacy between neighbors. Additionally, larger front yard setbacks allow the 
vegetation to define the streetscape, not the houses. 
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Staff comments: Staff is concerned about having to administer the exception to the front 
yard setback. It is an exception that is not frequently used in the neighborhood and is so 
minor that it could be overlooked. Additionally, the exception was developed to increase 
compatibility and maintain the existing character, therefore removing the exception may 
cause a house to look out of character in between the abutting houses that have 
decreased front yard setbacks.  
 
Lot Coverage 
Current Code: Lot Coverage cannot exceed 35% for a primary structure <22 feet in 
height or 25% for a primary structure > than 22 feet in height for the neighborhood. 
Infill Recommendation: City Council recently gave preliminary approval to a change in 
the city wide lot coverage standards, which are slightly greater than the current code for 
structures greater than 23-26 feet in height. The reason for the slight increase is to 
provide greater flexibility for lot coverage (especially for sloped lots) and to create a 
sliding scale based on height. 
Proposed Code: Lake Grove wants the lot coverage to stay at current city code 
standards and not increase. Additionally, if lot coverage were to decrease city-wide 
below the current code stated above, Lake Grove would like decreased lot coverage 
standards to override the Lake Grove overlay standards. 
Neighborhood Reason: Current standards allow an appropriate amount of lot coverage- 
increasing coverage decreases vegetation and tree canopy. 
 
Planned Developments 
Current Code: The Planned Development Overlay code (50.17) allows for flexibility in 
land development standards to encourage variety in land development patterns. The 
Planned Development Overlay standards can only be used when: 

a) The property is greater than 75,000 square feet in size; 
b) An RC District or RP District  or its associated buffer is located on the property; 
c) A tree grove greater than 15,000 square feet in size exists on the property; or  
d) The property includes resources identified as Class I or II Riparian 

Corridors/Wildlife Habitat or Class A or B Upland Wildlife Habitat as mapped on 
Metro’s Title 13 Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Inventory Map. 

Side yard setbacks can be reduced if certain requirements are met, including when the 
proposed lot sizes are less than the minimum size required by the underlying zone, or 
lesser setbacks are necessary to provide additional tree preservation or protection of 
abutting natural areas.  
Proposed Change: Require parcels that are developed as a planned development to 
meet the Lake Grove Neighborhood Overlay setbacks or the underlying zoning, 
whichever is more stringent. 
Neighborhood Reason: Currently there are no parcels in the Lake Grove boundaries 
that could be developed as a planned development except the Hunt Club property. The 
neighborhood is concerned that if redevelopment of the Hunt Club were to occur in the 
future that it would be developed as a planned development which could result in 
smaller lots with large houses that that would be out of character with the neighborhood 
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character. Reduced setbacks decrease vegetation and homes begin to define the space 
instead of vegetation. 
 
Staff comments: Long range planning staff would like to note that if the Hunt Club site 
were developed it would be very constrained due to historic resources and sensitive 
lands and the planned development overlay would be the likely tool used to creatively 
develop the property, including allowing reduced setbacks to protect the wetlands and 
the tree grove. Therefore, staff does not agree with this provision.  
 
50% Hardscape Maximum  
Current Code: No maximum percentage of hardscape is defined. 
Proposed Change:  No more than 50% of the lot can be hardscaped. Hardscape 
includes structures, patios, retaining walls, paving, walks and artificially placed rock or 
gravel. Sandset pavers and similar ground covering are also included the calculation.  
Neighborhood Reason: To decrease the amount of gray infrastructure in the 
neighborhood and to increase storm water filtration. 
 
Driveway Turnarounds:  
Current Code: Driveway turnaround materials are specified. 
Proposed Change: Driveway turnarounds shall be constructed out of pervious materials 
such pervious pavers, and grass paving. 
Neighborhood Reason: Larger houses with large driveways are being built on smaller 
lots, which decreases the dense vegetation and tree canopy. Decreasing the visual 
impact of the built environment will help maintain neighborhood character.  
 
Planting and Buffering Plan 
Current Code: There is no planting and buffering requirement. 
Proposed Change:  Require a Planting and Buffering Plan when a building permit is 
required for any structure on the site. 
Neighborhood Reason: Planting and buffering will enhance privacy and mitigate the 
visual impact of new development as well as help control erosion. 
 
Staff comments: The details of the planting and buffering plan concept were discussed 
at length by both the implementation committee and the board over a number of 
months. Different members had different views of what should be included and it was 
difficult for the groups to come to a consensus on how to proceed. Ultimately, the board 
decided to put forth the concept stated above, which only requires a plan, but does not 
require any specific planting. Nor does it require that the plan actually be installed, 
therefore it is not an impactful regulation.  The board views the regulation as a 
“teachable” moment to encourage applicants to install plantings and buffering, but the 
regulation does not require any planting or buffering.  
 
A number of the committee members were not pleased with the final proposed concept, 
nor was one of the Lake Grove neighbors who worked on the plan over the years. As a 
result, that citizen unexpectedly proposed a new concept during the second open house 
where these all of these concepts were voted on.  The Lake Grove resident asked the 
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audience to vote on a different provision which states, in part, that “New houses in Lake 
Grove will have (a minimum of) one contiguous landscape grouping consisting of: 1 
native tree, 1 medium height native shrub and 1 native low plant or ground cover.” 21 
were in favor, 3 were not.  
 
The proposal and the results were discussed at the next board meeting. The board 
decided to present the proposal to the Planning Commission and ask for direction as to 
how to proceed. Should the neighborhood include the citizen proposal in the overlay 
zone or should the concept remain as originally presented? 
 
Staff recommended to the board and committee that they should agree to a concept 
prior to presenting to Planning Commission, however they are at an impasse and would 
like the Planning Commission to provide guidance.  Staff also agrees that the provision 
as originally stated is not really regulatory or impactful because no plantings or buffering 
is actually required.  
 
Conclusion 
The Lake Grove Neighborhood Plan Implementation Committee would like respond to 
any questions the Commission may have in preparation for the public hearing and get 
direction on how to proceed with the planting and buffering provision. 
 
Exhibits 
 
A. Notice of Appeal 

[No current exhibits; reserved for hearing use] 
 
B. Findings, Conclusions and Order 

[No current exhibits; reserved for hearing use] 
 
C. Minutes 
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D. Staff Reports/Memorandums 
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F-1 Lake Grove Neighborhood Survey 
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